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abused its discretion in denying plaintiff’s request for injunctive relief.
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Writ of mandamus; claim that trial court improperly rendered summary judgment

in favor of defendant; mootness; motion to dismiss appeal; claim that plaintiffs
were entitled to writ of mandamus to compel defendant town to file application
for letter of map revision on plaintiffs’ behalf with federal agency; claim that
federal regulations (44 C.F.R. §§ 65.3 and 65.7) imposed ministerial duty on
defendant to file letter of map revision application on plaintiffs’ behalf; claim
that appeal was subject to dismissal as moot due to pending study conducted by
federal agency; whether plaintiffs had no adequate legal remedy other than writ
of mandamus.


